deliver on that objective. Specifically related to great apes, the 2005 Kinshasa Declaration on Great Apes reinforced the connection between poverty alleviation and great ape conservation 2 .
At the same time there is only limited sharing of information and experience between organizations on what works -and what doesn't -in linking conservation and poverty alleviation. As a result there is much duplication of effort, a lack of learning from past failures, and missed opportunities to replicate or scale up successful approaches.
Since 2004 IIED has coordinated an international network of conservation, development and indigenous/local community rights organisations who are interested in improving their understanding of, and sharing their experience in, the links between biodiversity conservation and poverty reduction. The Poverty and Conservation Learning Group (PCLG) 3 works by collecting, analysing and disseminating information that can help shape better policy and practice. Since 2009 the PCLG has received additional support from the Arcus Foundation specifically to introduce a great apes component to this work. Consequently, in 2009-2010, a scoping study was undertaken to explore the extent to which conservation and poverty are currently integrated in African Ape range states. 4 Following publication of this report, a workshop was held in Masindi, Uganda, in November 2010 to bring together organizations from different African ape range states to share their experience on what works (and what doesn't) in terms of engaging communities, generating income and reducing poverty.
5
The workshop was attended by around 30 participants from a variety of organizations and countries and identified a wide range of follow up activities at national, regional and international levels from practical work on human wildlife conflict to policy advocacy. Amongst the follow up activities identified was a demand for a similar event involving organizations working on ape conservation and poverty in Asia. This built on a presentation given at the Masindi workshop by Dr Terry Sunderland from CIFOR which provided an overview of efforts to link orangutan conservation with poverty alleviation and compared this experience with African apes. Participants at the workshop all felt they could learn a great deal -and equally had much experience to share -from closer networking and collaboration with like-minded organizations and institutions in Asia. This workshop was the response to that expressed demand.
The workshop was hosted by CIFOR at their Bogor Campus and was made possible through financial support from the Arcus Foundation, the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the UNEP Great Ape Survival Project (GRASP) and in-kind support from CIFOR. The workshop was a multi-media affair. The presentations were live-streamed from the CIFOR website; CIFOR and IIED communications staff supplemented the formal presentations with a series of blog posts; and the workshop field trip was filmed, including interviews with workshop participants. Full details of the workshop are available at http://www.cifor.org/events/linking-great-ape-conservation-and-poverty-alleviation-live-video-stream.html. This report presents a summary of the highlights and is intended to be read in conjunction with the multi-media products on the CIFOR website:
Video produced and filmed by James Maiden, Edited by Mokhamad Edliadi, Interviews by Leony Aurora
SETTING THE SCENE
After a welcome address from Robert Nasi, deputy director of CIFOR, the workshop started with an icebreaker -to introduce participants to each other and to explore different perspectives on the links between ape conservation and poverty.
Blog: Game reveals complex links between poverty and threats to apes 6
There were 50 ape experts in a room and a quick game to play to break the ice. 
THEME 1: CAN REDD+ DELIVER POVERTY AND APE CONSERVATION BENEFITS?
The first full day of the workshop started with a focus on the potential of new carbon markets to generate benefits for both conservation and local livelihoods. Picking up on Ian Redmond's key note speech, Terry Sunderland of CIFOR provided an overview of the opportunities and challenges associated with REDD+ in Africa and Laura D'Arcy of the Zoological Society of London did the same for Asia. Both presentations are available here:
Johannes Refisch of GRASP provided a tangible example of how forest management and ape conservation can be linked, presenting the findings of a recent GRASP study11 on the economics of sustainable forest management in Sumatra. The study looks at the trade-offs between unsustainable and sustainable forms of land use, and considers the role of REDD and other payment schemes in linking conservation and development. 
Discussion points
REDD+ implementation is more advanced in Indonesia and Malaysia then in great ape range states in Africa. There is also a greater political awareness and media coverage of REDD+ schemes in Asia and a greater technical and resource capacity of NGOs to develop REDD+ schemes. Nevertheless, some of the drivers of REDD+ are becoming increasingly important in Central Africa, for example a number of Malaysian and Indonesian palm oil companies are scoping and purchasing land for oil palm development in countries such as Cameroon, Liberia and the Democratic Republic of Congo. There is therefore potential for learning from Asian experiences in relation to mitigating the negative impacts of palm oil production on great ape conservation.
In both continents REDD+ has the potential to provide multiple benefits for great ape conservation and poverty alleviation such as through the protection of great ape habitat, the replanting of forest areas for biodiversity and employment opportunities. However, there is a lack of clarity in general amongst communities, as well as researchers and government officials as to what REDD+ is and its implications. In order for REDD+ to be effective and contribute to both great ape conservation and poverty alleviation, good governance and transparency will be essential. REDD+ projects should also learn and build from previous attempts to combine conservation and poverty alleviation such as ICDPs; payments for environmental services (PES) schemes; and community-managed forests and protected areas.
THEME 2: CAN TOURISM DELIVER POVERTY AND APE CONSERVATION BENEFITS?
The tourism session started with overviews of great ape tourism in Africa and Asia respectively provided by Dilys Roe of IIED and Anne Russon of York University in Canada. The presentations, highlighted key differences between the two continents -particularly the solitary, and therefore hard to spot, nature of orang-utans compared to chimpanzees and gorillas and the specific problems associated with the number of rehabilitant orang-utans in Indonesia. Case studies from Uganda, Rwanda and Indonesia emphasised the stark contrasts.
In Uganda, Akankwasah Barirega from the Ministry of Wildlife, Tourism and Heritage highlighted how the permit fees charged to tourists wishing to view gorillas generated over US$4 million per year for conservation. Indeed, tourism is the second largest earner of foreign exchange in Uganda, worth $662million in 2010. As well as national level income, great ape conservation and tourism generates significant other impacts including: jobs (200 tour operators in Uganda most of whom include great ape tourism employ an average of 12 staff each); markets for locally produced goods and services; revenue sharing -20% of all protected area entry fees is allocated to community projects in addition to a so-called "gorilla levy" of $5 per permit social welfare projects -including schools, hospitals, water (some funded from revenue sharing and others independent) enhanced security -as a result of the extra security provided for tourists, for example near the border with the Democratic Republic of Congo.
Full presentation:
Linking Great Ape Conservation and Poverty Alleviation: Sharing Experience from Africa and Asia -Workshop report
Antoine Mudakikwa from the Rwanda Development Board presented a similar picture:
5% of the total tourism revenue from parks goes to local communities (40% of the total to Volcanoes National Park and 30% each to the other two parks); This revenue currently totals 232 million Rwandan francs (over 350,000 USD) per year The revenue provides support to social infrastructure projects such as schools, clinics, roads and to local enterprises such as bee keeping, mushroom farming, crafts, community-based tourism etc.
He noted some major challenges however, not least in that the scale of revenue -while seemingly impressive -makes little contribution to local peoples livelihoods compared to the level of need. Furthermore, the revenue is not sufficient to compensate for the level of wildlife damage endured by park-adjacent communities.
In Indonesia the situation is very different as Bambang Supriyanto of the Ministry of Forestry pointed out. Here ecotourism is considered to have potential as an income generating strategy while efforts to establish REDD+ schemes are underway but the main tourist attraction is semi-captive, often orphaned orang-utans that are in the process of being rehabilitated to the wild from being former pets or from rescue centres. In Tanjung Putting National Park, for example, orang utan sighting is pretty much guaranteed because of previous rehabilitation activities. The number of visitors is increasing every year and mainly comprises foreign tourists since the entrance fee is considered too expensive by the majority of local people. 
Discussion Points
In Africa high revenues are generated from a few high-profile examples of 'exclusive' great ape tourism, which is usually highly regulated (for example in Uganda gorilla permits alone are worth over $4 million a year). In many African great ape habitat countries local people are directly employed as trackers, guides and porters. They are also involved in great ape tourism through community enterprises, joint ventures and spin-off activities such as handicraft sales and cultural displays. By contrast, in Asia a focus on 'package tourism' has resulted in high numbers of tourists paying relatively low amounts of money to see orangutans (for example the foreign entrance fee to visit national parks with wild orangutans is well under $30 per person/day). The more solitary and slow moving nature of orangutans compared to group-living chimpanzees and gorillas makes them harder to find and less interesting to view in the wild. As a result great ape-based tourism in Asia does not presently, and may not have the potential, to generate the kinds of contributions to GDP that are seen in Africa or the local level revenues that can make a significant contribution to poverty alleviation. Local people have still developed small enterprises associated with tourism, including boat trips, has led to greater long-term conservation for orangutans and increased livelihood benefits to local people at some sites in Malaysia and Indonesia.
Tourism can also have numerous adverse effects on great ape conservation if not properly managed. Unregulated enterprise development, poor tourism management, and uncoordinated land-use planning has arisen in numerous great ape sites in both Africa and Asia due to tourism. In Malaysia and Indonesia there is also the issue of the majority of great ape (orangutan) tourism being directed to former captive or semi-wild orangutans, which has been criticized for potentially diverting tourism income from in-situ conservation of wild orangutans. Habituation for the purpose of tourism makes great apes more susceptible to poaching, crop-raiding, and other forms of conflict with humans. Disease transmission between humans and great apes is another serious problem in both continents. For great ape conservation, the most serious problem is spreading human diseases to great apes so tourists, especially foreign ones, potentially create serious disease risks
THEME 3: ADDRESSING A CONSTRAINT TO BETTER APE CONSERVATION -POVERTY LINKAGES: DEALING WITH HUMAN -WILDLIFE CONFLICT
The final session of the workshop was opened by Tatyana Humle from the Durrell Institute of Conservation and Ecology at the University of Kent in the UK. Tatyana is the co-author of the IUCN Primate Specialist Group's Best Practice Guidelines for the Prevention and Mitigation of Conflict between Humans and Great Apes. on Mitigating Great-Ape Human Conflict and provided an overview of the current challenges in Africa and the implications for such conflict for poor people -particularly crop raiding, livestock predation, damage to property and in some cases loss of life. She highlighted how generally, gorillas and bonobos tend to live in protected areas but chimpanzees are widely found outside of protected areas so their impact is particularly intense and lends itself less to any formal regulation or compensation efforts. Linda Yuliani from CIFOR provided a complementary presentation from the Asian perspective, again highlighting how the majority of orang-utans live outside of protected areas.
These two overviews were then followed by practical case studies from Cameroon, Uganda and Indonesia. Antoine Eyebe from CARPE described how there is a compensation scheme for humanwildlife conflict events in Cameroon but its implementation appears to be somewhat random with no clear framework in place. Likewise, in Uganda, Panta Kasoma from Jane Goodall Institute, also highlighted the existence of policies to tackle conflict but the limited capacity to do so. Various approaches have been tried in Uganda including typical preventive activities such as crop guarding, selective planting and physical barriers, but also some mitigative activities including education, livelihood support programmes and tourism incentives. Rondang Siregar, an Indonesian scientist, described how one of the main issues with orang utans was their incursions into oil palm plantations where they are killed by workers because they eat young plants which the workers have to pay to replace. This issue of plantations is very different to the situation in Africa where it is mainly small scale farmers with subsistence crops and livestock herds who bear the costs of wildlife incursions. 
Discussion points
There appear to be big differences between Africa and Asia in the prevention and mitigation of great ape-human conflict. Law enforcement to prevent the killing of problem animals appears to be more effective in Africa than in Asia but this may have more to do with the context of where conflict occurscommercial plantations in Asia compared to smallholder farms in Africa. In both cases compensation schemes do not appear to have been very effective as a mitigation measure and while physical barriers may have had some success in Africa they don't work for orang utans because they are arboreal. Tea planting, might, however be an interesting option to explore. Another potentially interesting option that could be further explored is the use of conflict response teams. These have been used to a limited extent and with some success in Indonesia -based on the use of a 24-hour "hotline" to report problem animals. A similar approach is also under consideration in Sierra Leone. Overall. However much better education is needed of both local people and plantation companies as to how to deal with ape encounters, and how to reduce potential problems in the first place.
POLICY RECOMMMENDATIONS
The workshop concluded with joint elaboration of some policy recommendations which will be disseminated in the form of a CIFOR policy brief as follows:
REDD+ Great ape range states should develop national and project level safeguards and actions for REDD+ projects that promote attention to biodiversity including great apes. REDD+ should contain national and project level safeguards to ensure implementation does not adversely affect poor people.
Clear communications are needed (using locally relevant language) to ensure local communities understand what REDD+ is and what the implications are, this should include managing local expectations as to REDD+ benefits due to factors such as long timescales, long term sustainability of funds, and the likelihood of long term increases in local wildlife. REDD+ projects should be developed on a multi-stakeholder basis from project start-up to enable the management of trade-offs, such as between national and district level priorities. National level policy and regulatory frameworks -land tenure and historical rights will have to be harmonised when dealing with REDD+ projects, including ones that straddle national boundaries. REDD+ funding will have to be managed transparently and address appropriate payment types.
Tourism
The potential for high value great ape tourism should be explored in Indonesia and Malaysia. The IUCN best practice policy guidelines for great ape tourism (Macfie and Williamson 2010) should be adhered to in any new or existing tourism development. A national programme for conservation-oriented orangutan tourism, which includes visitor regulations (e.g., visitor numbers, visit duration, behaviour, health, guide licensing), conservation management structures and authority, and a formal payment structure, and will be required in order to implement high-end great ape tourism in Asia. Long-term finance must secured before attempting to habituate great apes for tourism. When habituating great apes, individuals or groups located further from local communities should be chosen in order to reduce the potential for human wildlife conflict. In order to enhance livelihoods benefits, additional activities such as cultural tours should be promoted alongside ape tourism. Local capacity should be developed so that local people can gain the skills to benefit from working in great ape tourism.
Human-great ape conflict
The IUCN best practice guidelines on great ape-human conflict (Hockings and Humle 2009) should be adhered to in all cases. Translocation of problem great apes in human-wildlife conflict should only be considered as a last resort. Recommendations need to be developed for handling livelihood damage caused by great apes that can reasonably be attributed to conservation efforts. Compensation has been provided in some areas but it raises serious problems from a conservation perspective, so alternatives need to be developed Greater engagement with the private sector (for example oil palm companies) is needed to effectively mitigate human-wildlife conflicts, but conservation authorities should maintain jurisdiction over the mitigation practices adopted and the private sector should cover the costs of the mitigation methods adopted, including any follow-up. 
am

